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Claims 2, 3, 5, 8 and 12 stand rejected under 35 USC 
102(b) as allegedly being anticipated by Lemelson et al. 
With all due respect, this contention is believed to be in 
error . 

Claim 2 requires a system with a first housing that 
displays and has a transceiver, and a second housing that 
is separate from the first housing where the second housing 
has a video generation clement which produces a video 
output. Claim 2 further requires that the video generatioii 
element includes a video output "including at least one 
synchronization signal". The video output is sent to the 
first housing to drive the display part. Therefore, 
according to the express terms of Claim 2, the 
synchronization signal must be generated and sent to 
another unit. The first unit, that is the one that 
receives the sent inf orroat ion , must display information 
based on that signal including the synchronisation signal. 

As previously described, this is not shown by Lemelson 
et al . Lemelson ct al . teaches a video phone which creates 
both video and audio to be sent from the transmitter to the 
receiver. Effectively still pictures are sent from the 
transmitter to receiver. Those still pictures are 
representative of the scene. The audio is displayed along 
with a picture indicat ive of the information. 
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The rejection refers to the embodiment beginning at 
column 10 line 50. However, this embodiment refers to the 
same stop action motion technique as described above. 
Video and horizontal sync signals are generated by sync 
generator 108 and decoder 109* However, there is no 
disclosure of these sync signals being sent outside the 
unit where they are generated. In fact, Lemelson et al. 
never sends a video sync signal, because only still 
pictures are sent- See column 11 line 63 which explains 
that the "video" which is sent is always just a picture. 
Since stop motion pictures are cent, it is clear that there 
would be no reason to send any sync signals. The sync 
signals are used to select the stop motion pictures to be 
sent. Those sync signals are not sent from one unit, to 
another . 

Lemelson et al . never teaches sending a video output 
with a synchronization signal to a different housing, that 
is separate from the housing where it is produced. Claim 2 
requires first and second separate housings, and requires a 
video output with sync signals sent from one housing to the 
other. The rejection states that, column 11 lines 50-63 
describes sending the video output. However, this is a 
stop motion video output, Nothing in lines 50-63 discloses 
sending the synchronization signal- Therefore, Lemelson et 
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al . does not disclose the subject matter of Claim 2 which 
sends a video signal with its synchronization signal from 
one housing to another. claim 2 is hence not anticipated 
by Lemelson et a I . 

Claims 4, 6, 11, 18-20 stand rejected as allegedly 
being unpatentable ovex* Lemelson et al. in view of Tymes. 
This contention is respectfully traversed. The claims 
which depend from Claim 2 should be allowable by virtue of 
their dependency. In addition, however, the hypothetical 
combination of Lemelson et al . in view of Tymes is an 
improper combination. Tymes teaches nothing about 
horizontal and vertical: sync signals being produced on 
different frequency channels. It does s\iggest that 
different frequencies can carry data signals, but teaches 
nothing about these specific allocations. Moreover, the 
subject matter o£ Claim 11 represents an inherently 
different solution to the problem from the one suggested by 
Lemelson ct al . Lemelson et al . handles the bandwidth 
problem by simply reducing the amount of video that can be 
sent. Lemelson et al, reduces the video to stop motion 
pictures- This is very different from Tymcs that addresses 
the problem using packets. Since they solve or address the 
problem in different ways; wich all due respect, they are 
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inconsistent and would not be combined by one having 
ordinary skill in the art. 

Claims 10, 13-14, 17 and 21 are rejected as being 
obvious over Lemelson in view of Taaffe et oil - The claimed 
subject matter is not suggested by Lemelson et al . in view 
of Taaffe et al . Taaffe et al . teaches that additional 
images may be displayed based on information in the cache. 
For example, when there are multiple images displayed on 
multiple portions o£ the monitor, then portions of that 
image az^e preserved in the image display. This refers to 
storage of images, not, as claimed, the display of video. 
According to Taaffe et aL, once an image is displayed, it 
can be maintained on the monitor. However, there is no 
teaching or suggestion of doing this with a video. 

Moreover, there is no teaching or suggestion of 
sending only the new picture information representing 
changes in the image, as claimed. Taaffe et al . merely 
describes that part of the information is stored in the 
buffer, it teaches nothing about sending only the new 
picture information as claimed. 

Claim 13 should be allowable for analogous reasons. 
Claim 13 requires a wireless transceiver that receives 
video information including only new image information 
representing changes in an image since the previous 
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transmission. Taaffe et al, teaches sending new images, it 
teaches nothing about sending changes in an image. 

Claim 14 is even further allowable since it defines a 
part that processes the video information to obtain these 
changes which is not taught or suggested by the cited prior 
art. Claim 17 defines the vertical sync and horizontal 
sync on separate frequency channels which is nowhere toward 
or suggested by Taaffe et al . Each of these claims should 
hence be allowable for these reasons. 

Applicants ask that all claims be allowed. Please 
apply all applicable charges or credits to Deposit Account 
No. 06-1050. 
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